PLANNING COMMISSION

Department of Urban Planning & Design P. O. Box 27210 Tucson, Arizona 85726-7210

Approved by Plannin€ommission
on November 1, 2006

Date of Meeting: September 7, 2006

The meeting of the City of Tucson Planning Commission wasdcatl order by
Grace Evans, Chair, on Wednesday, September 7, 2006, at 7:00 p.m. in theaNthyor
Council Chambers, City Hall, 255 W. Alameda Street, Tucson, ArizonaeTgresent and
absent were:

1 ROLL CALL

Commission Members Present:

Grace Evans, Chair Elizabeth Przygoda
Robert Patrick, Vice Chair Catherine Applegate Rex
Daniel J. Benavidez Frank Thomson

Brad Holland Craig Wissler

Alan Lurie Daniel J. Williams

Daniel R. Patterson

Commission Members Absent:

Sammie Hamed
Shannon McBride-Olson

Staff Members Present:

Michael McCrory, Principal Assistant City Attorney

Jim Mazzocco, Urban Planning and Design, Administrator

Patricia Gehlen, Development Services, Neighborhood Resources Section Manager
Ramona Williams, Urban Planning and Design, Secretary

Ceci Sotomayor, City Clerk’s Office, Recording Secretary

NOTE:
Minutes reflect changes read into the record
at meeting held November 1, 2006.
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MINUTES FOR APPROVAL: August 2, 2006

MOTION by Mr. Williams, duly seconded, and carried by a voice vote of 11 to O
(Commissioner Hamed, Commissioner McBride-Olson absent) to approveiribges of
August 2, 2006 with the following corrections: page four, second motioafléztr motion
made by Mr. Lurie (attachment 1); page ten, line six, eliimgathe word “plan” and
adding the words “in it.” (attachment 2); page eleven, correctioheohinended motion
(attachment 3).

RESIDENTIAL CLUSTER PROJECT: PUBLIC HEARING
(Note: This item was taken out of order.)

Jim Mazzocco, Urban Planning and Design, Administrator, announced thikavas
public hearing on &and Use Code amendment to the Residential Cluster Project. At the
last meeting, the Commission directed staff to develop a “quic¢ktdixhe Residential
Cluster Project. The ordinances under development were callechftheOtdinances.
Those ordinances were the Neighborhood Overlay Ordinance, the Msee®tdinance,
and the Residential Cluster Project Ordinance. Staff wagingpion creating a more
compatible infill type development. Staff reported that they weoeking on the
Neighborhood Overlay Ordinance and the Mixed Use Ordinance, andtiieirethe draft
stage.

Mr. Mazzocco said there was a request that staff return withnggior Residential
Cluster Projects less than five acres. Those options should inekidentendments and
the wording that there would be a Zoning Examiner public hearinBdsidential Cluster
Projects for five acres or less and those Residential ClBstgects would be evaluated
using the Residential Cluster Project Purpose Statement.

Mr. Mazzocco explained the options for the Residential Cluster ddsdgss than
five acres that staff developed. Option "A" would have a publicitggand the applicant
must show that the proposed development meets the Residential Chagéets Purpose
Statement. Option "B" was an administrative option. It would alld®esidential Cluster
Project of five acres or less to come forward with a ntiogaplan for the edge of their
development. When adjoining existing development, certain criteriéohagel met. Such
criteria included:

» If there were a single story development on the existinghet) the proposed
lot would have to be single story.

* There would be a requirement for a six-foot masonry wall.

* There would be requirements that trees would be planted along théowa
assist in screening and protecting the privacy of the adjoiniigtirey
development.

The whole purpose of Option "B" was to preserve privacy on the adjoining
property when a new proposed development was coming in.
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Mr. Mazzocco said there were some concerns with Option "A". Oneetn was
that it would add three to four months to the process of having a @létrgugh the
planning process. And, the other issue was that it would be difficult @t development
to meet the criteria of the purpose statement. With those coatsides in mind, staff
prepared Option "B".

Staff’'s recommendation was that the Planning Commission forwatidrO'B", an
amendment to the existing administrative process to the Mayor andciC with a
recommendation to adopt.

Discussion followed.
Commissioner Lurie asked when the infill ordinances would be ready for approval.

Mr. Mazzocco said presently there was a new draft for thghllerhood Overlay
Ordinance under review by the City Attorney. When they werthatpoint that the
Neighborhood Overlay Ordinance was in good shape, the Infill Subcaemitould
review it. He suggested it would be possible that the Neighborhooda@wertlinance
would be ready for review by the Planning Commission as esilgt@a September or early
October. He was not sure about the mixed use yet.

Commissioner Rex inquired if there was a target date for ahgpletion of the
ordinances for the end of the year or early next year.

Mr. Mazzocco tentatively planned to have the draft ordinances blaila the
Planning Commission in November and to the Mayor and Council approxymiatel
January.

Chair Evans opened the public hearing.

Ruth Beeker, representing the Miramonte Neighborhood Association, vgaid t
years ago, she became involved with infill issues and found that weree more than
twenty-five parcels that were either vacant or had what the dailed “under utilized
properties.” That became a major issue for the neighborhood. ®iece six of the
parcels were no longer available because one was paved oveuan@v¥elopments were
Residential Cluster Projects. She did not recall receivingjgaiton about the Residential
Cluster Projects. She said she was not in favor of Option "B'handoncern and the
concern in her neighborhood was the lack of notification and the lackpoft iin
Residential Cluster Projects. She brought a list of neighborshen Miramonte
Neighborhood Association who asked her to come and represent them. idSH@ps@an
"A" was not exactly the right thing, but surely Option "B" did nmet their needs at all.
She explained when they were looking at something that was goirige tin their
neighborhood for decades, three to four months was not too long for a develtglk to
the neighborhood to discuss what was in the best interest for tihuséved there. She
urged the Planning Commission not to discard Option "A" because ofm@&dnstraints.
She said on behalf of the seventy-six people in Miramonte Neighborhood Association, they
supported Option "A" or some option that would give them benefits.
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Gale Schuessler, representing the Sam Hughes Neighborhood Asepaatd
they supported Option "A" for the same reasons as the previous speaker.

Marcus Jernigan said she also supported Option "A" for the same reasons.

Dyer Lytle, president of Jefferson Park Neighborhood Association, catethe
they would like to have better notice for Residential ClustejeBrs. She was also
concerned about mini dorms because once installed, they destroy tity afulife for
people around them. She said she was in support of Option "A".

Beryl Baker said she was in support of Option "A" because usearappgronger
than Option "B" and because Option “A” required neighborhood input. Alsaddesl
Cluster Projects for large parcels should have to go before thegZéxiaminer and a
public process so neighborhoods could have a stronger quality of lifin néighborhood
input, these Residential Cluster Projects would become betterogewaits for the
neighborhoods.

Tracy Williams said she lived in the Sahuaro Medio Flores MNwighood
Association. She said they needed to put the Residential ClusjectFback on track.
She supported Option "A". The Residential Cluster Project provisi@ne adopted in
March 16, 1987 and at that time the Citizens Advisory Planning Conemittede sure
there would be no question that the cluster option would be in conformance with the design
policies and criteria of neighborhood plans. Today, almost twenty yatms both
midtown neighborhoods found that the Residential Cluster Project desigm apas
grossly misused and misinterpreted and that practice was hauiogiceable negative
impact throughout this community. The purpose and intent of the ResidEhtister
Projects appeared to have been forgotten. The Residential Clugnt Bvas created to
give developers flexibility with a project design in exchangeifinovative site planning
that preserved natural features such open space, native vegetasbasywildlife habitat,
significant topography and historical and archaeological reseaxevell as to protect the
character of adjacent neighborhoods. The Neighborhood Infill Coalition dttiteeuse of
the Residential Cluster Project design option for the past cotipleans. The City of
Tucson held many meetings with stakeholders, including the Infill @uninittee, to
discuss specific revisions of the Residential Cluster Projédtthese meetings it became
clear to everyone that the Residential Cluster Project neéededupdated. She asked that
Option "A" be passed to Mayor and Council to restore appreciatedisgngrotections for
neighborhoods throughout this beautiful valley.

Michael Toney said there was a situation with the developmentnaesighat
needed to be adjusted with Residential Cluster Projects and thecabskea density
increase would defeat the purpose of a Residential Cluster Project to preserspagse

Lori Lustig, representing the Southern Arizona Builders Assaciatieferred to a
letter in the Planning Commission packet that stated her conc8hessaid that although
the neighbors were frustrated, the process was not idling andwbezereasons why this
had been put on the back burner. She thought staff had some very geodhbdat what
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they wanted to do with the Residential Cluster Project. She did hevdea temporary
remedy was the solution. They would spend more time trying taagbmore unintended
consequences and they would never get on to the business at hand whictkiwgshmea
corrections that were needed. She said if builders were subjecéerezoning process in
Option "A” they would do one of several things. They would build whatvead zoned,
if they could make that work financially, or they would not build bmg. Several other
members came to a meeting with Mr. Mazzocco and statedhéatwould finish the
projects that they had in progress and then go elsewhere. They watulslubject
themselves to the problems associated with the rezoning procesghehkand was hard
zoned. Option "B" could be acceptable although it was an interimnfik it would be
better to permanently fix the Residential Cluster Project. Shesstgghlooking at some of
the issues Option "B" was raising, send it back to staff andhask to bring it back next
month to have a clean copy of what was being presented and votednoseideit on its
way. There was an Option “C”. That option was to direct staifall the participants to
go back to the table and fix the Residential Cluster Project. aSked Chair Evans to
make sure her letter was part of the public record. She opposenh Oftibecause it was
not acceptable to the building community. Option "B" could be acceptabléact it was
a temporary solution and had a sunset clause, and to consider Option "C."

Commissioner Thomsoasked if anything in the staff report either dealing with
Option "A" or Option "B" would change the underlined zoning of anyegdancthe City of
Tucson.

Michael McCrory, Principal Assistant City Attorney, responded that it would not

James Summersett said he was a builder and developer and thpdjest in
Tucson was an infill project. He encouraged the Planning Conumissitake the time to
look at one of the best tools that thand Use Code had for building infill projects. He
said the quality of life was an important issue. One of the baa teautilize infrastructure
was with the Residential Cluster Project. There were probleitis the Residential
Cluster Project, but he encouraged staff return with a black and ®Rbgidential Cluster
Project. The problem with the Residential Cluster Project todes/that there were too
many gray areas left open for interpretation by staff anthbycommunity. The builders
would like to know the black and white rules. He said there have @emmmber of
successful Residential Cluster Projects in this community dweeryéars. He suggested
using those as models and templates for the builders. If the prasesnbled a rezoning,
you would lose the builders and wind up with empty lots that are not eccaibynieasible
to deal with. In the long run if you lost those builders, everyone would lose.

Colette Altaffer, representing the Catalina Vista Neighborhoedogiation, said
she was a part of the Neighborhood Infill Coalition. She had a pacaetcontained
sixteen names of neighbors who were not able to attend but wantedidterreigeir
concerns and indicate that they were in support of Option "A." s8idethe Residential
Cluster Project was intended to be a win-win situation for evegyb@er the years the
Residential Cluster Project became out of balance throughes £ code amendments
and a series of interpretations of code. The typical builder ditiveoin the Residential
Cluster Project that they built and did not have to live with the cuesees of that
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density. So it was the neighbors who live near by that would litre thve impact of the
increase of traffic, noise, reduced privacy in parking, and becauseththe Residential
Cluster Project was written, they were essentially toldvewith this in silence. She was
in support of Option "A" because it gave the members of the community their volce ba

Rick Hansonrepresenting some of the Civano neighbors, said they were in support
of Option "A" because of their experience with development. &ié that unless the
builder was required to speak with the neighborhood, bad things tended to h&djsam.
neighbors could provide input, which would be beneficial to developers on prtjatts
developers were looking into putting in. The proposal would allow the losiitdedo their
job, and give a voice to the neighbors to make sure that neighborhood’snsoweee put
on the table and they had the opportunity to be heard and representedaidHge
supported Option "A" because it made sense to invest a few more notithhe and to
involve neighbors in discussions.

Lisa Yanagihashi, a member of the West University Neighborhoodchsmn,
said they currently have a Residential Cluster Project belegeloped in their
neighborhood and were never notified of this process. The development was @ tthreat t
integrity of their neighborhood. She supported Option "A" because idvgig them a
voice that they should have always had to begin with and the opportusfiga& with the
developer.

Elaine Hill, representing the OIld Fort Lowell Neighborhood Assamria said the
problem with infill in her neighborhood was incompatibility of design and denkibuses
were being torn down for denser development in standing neighborhoodse Vias a
need to mitigate. If there was a design acceptable to thBbwelgpod, there was not a
need to mitigate. The neighborhood should see the opportunity for infilharastsets to
the neighborhood. She voiced her concern with the notification processnpawtant
that was to the neighborhood and how all designs were important tortimaunity and
neighborhoods.

MOTION by Commissioner Thomson, duly seconded, and carried by a voice vote
of 11 to 0 (Commissioner Hamed, Commissioner McBride-Olson abserdlpse the
public hearing.

Commissioner Thomson commented that ninety percent of the problemsdocus
on by the neighborhood groups were not the result of the larger dstdblisilders or of
large projects. Most of the problems came from smaller sitdsbuilders were trying to
overbuild, resulting in incompatible residential areas and that dighnowtde buffers or
transitions. It was important to do something, but staff was aotyréor a full fix. The
Residential Cluster Project never made sense and was negyeo@ss the Pima County
Cluster Ordinance or the cluster ordinance that most jurisdictiatis He said the real fix
had to do with urban design criteria that would make all developments tbimpaake it
clear to builders what they needed to do and what the regulatiors avel clear to the
neighborhoods on what they could expect. Incompatible new developmentsonext t
existing developments and principally height problems were two obitgest problems
reflected in Option "B". Commissioner Thomson explained that thasea requirement
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in Pima County that builders could not come in with a new subdivisioneadj&t single
story development without transitioning it with two-story developméittat was already
a rule that builders knew and worked comfortably with and did not ngedblec hearing
to get accomplished. It was a rule that had to be followed and thieifsukinew how to do
it. The City of Tucson never adopted that rule, which has led to detuof issues and
problems of basic compatibility of new versus old projects. dther problems had to do
with landscape buffer yards. Option "B" recognized a number ofehelements that the
majority of the builders would take umbrage to because the pro@sssimilar in other
jurisdictions. This process would not discourage infill, but it would detl a lot of the
problems immediately on new projects that came into the pipeline.

MOTION by Commissioner Thomson, duly seconded, to forward to Mayor and
Council with a recommendation to adopt Option "B" of the Residentizt€r Project
Land Use Code Amendment. Option "B" would include a specific six month sunsetelaus
with the notion that staff is going to bring together the changesussed by the Infill
Committee and that everybody has worked on that would deal with all of the thati¢he
neighbors and the building community have raised.

Chair Evans asked if there was discussion on the motion.

Commissioner Patrick said the gentleman that was the builderspdice during
the public hearing made an extraordinary good point concerning tiseanderegulations
being adopted. The purpose of the zoning ordinance was to set clearstamdles so
people living in the neighborhoods would know what was going to happen in their
neighborhoods, know what they could do with their property, and for it to bhicevéo
eliminate argument. Theand Use Code was written subjectively and virtually every
proposal reviewed by the Planning Commission for approval was contebhgoasse of
the lack of a clear definition of what could and what could not be done. \tfieen
ordinance is adopted, there should be standards to clarify what the results would be.

Commissioner Williams said another issue that was brought up ddneag
subcommittee meetings, and by Commissioner Thomson, was the iratopreif the
codes. Option "B" opened up creative interpretation because it wauéd the
Development Services Department director full control over the prondstat would not
be a good stop-gap measure. He believed that Option "B" was roatrthet option to go
forward.

SUBSTITUTE MOTION by Commissioner Williams, duly seconded, to forward
to Mayor and Council a recommendation to adopt Option "A" of the Resati€itister
Project Land Use Code Amendment, including a sunset clause stating that when the
Planning Commission passed the new Residential Cluster ProjectldhResidential
Cluster Project would sunset with no time frame.

Commissioner Rex recommended the motion include a sunset set cl@bse.
maker of the motion accepted the recommendation as long as the new reuwisioicome
forward and be approved by the Planning Commission. The verbiage wesdns the
substitute motion.
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Commissioner Thomson commented on Option "B." He said it required the
number of stories on dwellings be limited to the number stories onlimygelin the
adjoining lot. He said it did not need much interpretation and wagy prlelar. Pima
County staff did not have a problem with that rule and regulation bedadgl not need
interpretation. He cautioned that as a matter of right (i.e.Uardentitlement) nothing in
this document was going to change the ability to develop the pyapeastcordance with
the current underlying zoning. The choice would be to either develbpallvivf the basic
setbacks on a project or it could be varied by doing a clustechwié Residential Cluster
Project would do. He did not believe Option "A" or Option "B" was theohite solution.
Option "A" was the wrong direction. It would suggest that a Resale@tuster Project
would be developed and made into a rezoning process that was exactlyeoppogat
has been done in the community in the last fifteen years. Thegdvamencourage infill
development.

Commissioner Williams suggested that Option "A" would give the neighborhoods a
voice in the process, which he thought was important. Five acres®omias a small
development and the surrounding neighbors were the ones who weredaffect@ost.
Currently they had no voice and Option "A" was the best way to go.

Commissioner Holland said he supported Option "A" and understood
Commissioner Thomson’s comments. However, the arguments were not dgasity or
development, but against bad development. There were great ideesulldacome out of
sitting down with neighbors and deciding what was consistent, neighborly and wwdlcom

Commissioner Rex expressed her concern regarding the notificatieesprohe
asked how addresses were updated and how current neighborhood asso@siitamtsr
were updated.

Patricia Gehlen, Development Services, Neighborhood Resources Section
Manager, replied as long as the property owners were updagngriformation with the
Pima County Recorder’s Office, the property owners should be géfi@ngnotification.
The information was as current as the Pima County Recorder’s Office.

Michael McCrory, Principal Assistant City Attorney, added that City of Tucson
for notice purposes was limited to a body of addresses they cauiallyaacheck and
determine at a point in time. It used the Pima County AssedSffite list of property
owners as a sole basis in giving notices. With Neighborhood SertheeSjty of Tucson
could only relay to those neighborhood associations that had current aachagdress.
The City of Tucson could only use the data that was provided to it.

Commissioner Thomson asked for a vote on the motion.

Mr. McCrory asked if there were findings to be stated by Cmsioner Williams
in support of his motion and also the time period associated with the sunset clause.

Commissioner Williams stated the findings were that this ava®p-gap measure
until the new Residential Cluster Project was developed and apprgvet liPlanning
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Commission, and because the small Residential Cluster Projeetsibiabeen compatible
with existing neighborhoods. The sunset clause should also read that thise
commission passed the new Residential Cluster Project, the otteRted Cluster Project
would sunset with no time frame.

Upon roll call the results were:

Aye: Commissioner Benavidez, Commissioner Holland,
Commissioner Patterson, Commissioner Przygoda,
Commissioner Rex, Commissioner Wissler, Commissioner
Williams

Nay: Chair Evans, Commissioner Patrick, Commissioner Lurie,

Commissioner Thomson
Absent: Commissioner Hamed, Commissioner McBride-Olson

The Substitute Motion passed by a roll call vote of 7-4, to forwandayor and
Council a recommendation to adopt Option "A" of the Residential Cl#stgectLand
Use Code Amendment including a sunset clause stating that when the Planning
Commission passed the new Residential Cluster Project, the old ResiGamtal Project
would sunset with no time frame.

RECESS: 8:30 p.m.

Chair Evans announced the Planning Commission would stand at recése for
minutes.

RECONVENE: 8:47 p.m.

Chair Evans called the meeting to order and those present and absent were:

Commission Members Present:

Grace Evans, Chair Elizabeth Przygoda
Robert Patrick, Vice Chair Catherine Applegate Rex
Daniel J. Benavidez Frank Thomson

Brad Holland Craig Wissler

Alan Lurie Daniel J. Williams

Daniel R. Patterson

Commission Members Absent:

Sami Hamed
Shannon McBride-Olson
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UPDATE ON NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNNING PILOT PROJECT
(Note: This item was taken out of order.)

Jim Mazzocco, Urban Planning and Design, Administrator, announced that
Rebecca Ruopp, Urban Planning and Design, Principal Planner was unaiddke her
presentation on this item. Mr. Mazzocco said he would give a brief presentation.

Mr. Mazzocco said this project was a neighborhood-planned pilogtéat out of
recommendations from a group of neighborhood leaders. One of the rendatians
was that neighborhood plans be developed for neighborhoods that do not have
neighborhood plans and update the plans for neighborhoods that do have them. The
Neighborhood Plan Project was being sponsored by the City of Tucquartdent of
Urban Planning & Design and the University of Arizona Drachmestitute that was
overseeing the planning, in collaboration with the participatinghbeidoods including
Jefferson Park and Miramonte. This would be a six-month process andlenel
neighborhood inventory, a steering committee, and public meetings to deaelop
neighborhood plan for each of the neighborhoods.

Mr. Mazzocco stated the process would provide an opportunity for resident
businesses, and institutions within each neighborhood to identify what nth&es
neighborhood distinctive and special and how those qualities may bevpresard
enhanced while meeting needs of the neighborhood and the City atTargerototype
project would be used to test and refine a process that could be bysedher
neighborhoods that would like to prepare or update neighborhood plans.

Mr. Mazzocco said the neighborhoods that were involved in this proje& wer

Jefferson Park Neighborhood Association and Miramonte Neighborhood Associatien.

of the key recommendations and outcomes the project was looking fa a@sng tool
that has become known as the Neighborhood Overlay Zone. One of the htipspibdt
project was to come up with this Neighborhood Overlay Zone projecty Weee putting
together information they would like to have placed in their Neighborhood Q#olze if

this was adopted by Mayor and Council. Staff was in consultation thié City
Attorney’s Office with the next draft of the Neighborhood Ovedaye and targeting late
September or early October to present the draft to the Planning Commission.

Mr. Mazzocco explained that the project included a series of neiybddr
meetings with steering committees that looked at issues amelsvial be preserved in their
neighborhoods. They planned to eventually create draft-planned concep&viemdthe
Neighborhood Overlay Zone concepts to see what types of standardsahielyplace in
them. One of the other outcomes after adoption would be to assembkdwaatien of the
pilot project.

Planning staff anticipated bringing the draft to the Planning Cssiom in the
beginning of 2007.

Commissioner Patrick suggested that when this comes back to dheirfg|
Commission, it should include standards for neighborhood plans with ideagothidt be
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empirical that you could design to. If they could start tranglatiese efforts into specific
efforts that a designer could work with, the neighborhood could sayHsswhat was
going to happen.

MINI DORM PRESENTATION
(Note: This item was taken out of order.)

Jim Mazzocco, Urban Planning and Design, Administrator said at thgrish
Planning Commission meeting there was a request for an update mtldorms issue.
There was a report signed by the director that included infamat what has occurred
and tried to explain some problems. Mr. Mazzocco said he would gummary of key
points in the report.

Mr. Mazzocco said the root of this problem was the lack of housing arouadethe
of the University of Arizona. A group of developers discovered tivere loopholes in
the Land Use Code that allowed them to develop lots more intensely than intended when
those regulations were devised.

Mr. Mazzocco brought up concerns, such as the second unit could be sewenty-fiv
percent of the main unit and the problems with parking. He explaomeée sgeas and
solutions to cure the problems and said there were numerous ideas that would be explored.

Commissioner Patrick commented on the definition in the code for groeltircyy

He believed one of the problems with some of the approaches tiharehey were
structural zoning changes and when non-land use problems were solathriying
specifications, inattentive consequences occur like the parking probldra. problems
should be addressed by confronting “group housing” or “group dwelling” in RR20r
where they were not allowed. This would be an alternative. Anptitential alternative
would be to write an ordinance that dealt with student housing thatiwgoutio the root of
the problem and to create a definition for student housing and setspaciécations and
parameters that could be enforced.

Michael McCrory, Principal Assistant City Attorney, said was part of the
problem that there was already a group dwelling definition, andtlieae appear to be
group dwellings once they are up and operating. They did not nelyetaainto that
category when they were being built. From a structuradgi@int it was a difficult line in
terms of the building structure to enforce.

Discussion followed.

Commissioner Holland said that frequently the neighbors would becomnfall
property managers for the slacker who owned the property andeaslaithere would be
consequences of retaliation. The code began to deal with staheshnfikding itself and
defined the structure. We could not have too many predictive rules ladloavior. The
problems vested on the neighbors were behavior problems.
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Commissioner Thomson said the last time this issue was disaussesla lengthy
discussion. He suggested staff report on the status next month at the Plamimgs€§ion
meeting as to the progress and to continue the discussion.

Commissioner Rex said she would like to see additional information a@heut
possibility on licensing rental units and to make contact with thieddsity of Arizona to
get their position on this matter.

Mr. McCrory stated that there should be cooperation with the University ndrsi
and over the years there were a number of attempts to do that.

Chair Evans asked if there was a time line in producing some more information.
Mr. Mazzocco asked for a few more months to produce updates.

Commissioner Rex said the Pima County Assessor’'s Office dite®sgut up with
properties that were designated as owner occupied. She woukd fggort on the Pima
County Assessors Office process and why it has not been brought up to current standards

Commissioner Patterson commented that he was not in favor of then opti
requiring off street parking as a way to try to limit mini dornike believed it would result
in a lot of additional paving. He said it would be more appropriateytoesidential
parking systems and he would like to see some solution that wouldfal@dditional on
street parking without a large amount of additional paving.

LETTER TO MAYOR AND COUNCIL REGARDING HABITAT
CONSERVATION PLAN PROCESS.

Chair Evans stated that there were several items maitee packets regarding the
Habitat Conservation Plan Process and asked staff if they hadrgulegemarks on this
item or if anyone was present for this item. Staff had no remarks.

Commissioner Patterson thanked Chair Evans for a letter thasemato Mayor
and Council on August 28, 2006. He also commented that he did not agre®nvéhof
the verbiage included in the letter that Ms. Liberti had sentdagdvand Council dated
August 21, 2006. He believed the statement that said the Coaliti@ofmran Desert
Protection’s letter was in alignment with staff’'s position hatta joint plan was not the
best approach, was not the opinion of the Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection.

Commissioner Thomson did not believe this item should have been on the agenda
and the topic was not an appropriate issue for the Planning Commission to discuss.

Commissioner Patrick concurred with Commissioner Thomson. He belteved
inappropriate to make a recommendation to Mayor and Council, or atuetlsthe
Planning Commission had ample time to study the issue.
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MINI DORM PRESENTATION
(Note: This item was taken out of order and discussed after Item 7.)
PLANNED COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Mr. Mazzocco presented an update to the Planned Community Development. He
explained that the Planned Community Development had history in Arizehaeveral

communities were using this particular type of district.

Mr. Mazzocco gave a power point presentation on the Planned Community
Development which included:

* What a Planned Community Development District was.

* What the key goals of a Planned Community Development District were.

* Encouraging a more creative approach in utilization of land in order t
accomplish an efficient, aesthetic, and desirable development vihat
respectful to the topography and desert environment.

« Providing reasonable assurances to the City and the land developer.

» Steps to establish a Planned Community Development.

» Some of the basic Planned Community Development elements.

* Some of the key terms that we are using in this Planned Community
Development.

* What the connection of the Planned Community Development to the Houghton
Area Master Plan was.

The City Attorney had the most recent draft of the Planned Comynunit
Development. The final draft should be presented to the Planning Caomiisshe next
couple of months.

Discussion followed.

Commissioner Patterson asked if the State Land Department hagssegbrany
indication on how they would sell land in the Southlands. He asked éf wexe concerns
that the State Land would be sold in a way so that it could be kept be five hundred-
acre parcels.

Mr. Mazzocco replied that he believed the State Land Departwaritl prefer to
sell as much land as they could in larger parcels insteadalf gancels. The State Land
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process was intense and easier for them to sell large gpafe¢ ordinance was structured
to address a lot of different situations. There were many sosrihat could happen and
the ordinance was flexible and prepared to address those scenarios.

Commissioner Patrick said he believed there should be an entitlemetite
project and they should create the zoning to a point where the spetuatvalue of
rezoning was not going to be in the equation.

Discussion continued among the commissioners regarding:

The Master Plan development on State Land.

Funding school districts and community facilities planning.

The requirement of the State Lands release process, which cedode a
Master Plan be developed for the State Land site to be released.

The Houghton Area Master Plan was the guiding document for the State Land.
The relation of construction of additional residential to commercial
development.

The connection of the Houghton Area Master Plan and the Planned Community
Development.

Development plans for civic uses in the Houghton Area Master Ridn a
incentives for building civic uses and other public infrastructure.

The importance of phase planning to address when key infrastrustaudds
occur.

The amendment procedure in a Planned Community Development.

PUBLIC HEARING: RESIDENTIAL CLUSTER PROJECT
(Note: This item was taken out of order and discussed after Item 2.)

UPDATE ON NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNNING PILOT PROJECT
(Note: This item was taken out of order and discussed after Item 6.)

OTHER BUSINESS:

a. Mayor and Council Update:

No report was given.

b. Infill Ordinance Update

Updates discussed in Item 6.

C. Other Planning Commission Items. (Future agenda items for
discussion/assignments)

Chair Evans announced there would be a continued public hearing on C-1

Zoning and Liquor Licenses Code Amendment.
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10.

Commissioner Rex asked if there could be a presentation on upcoming
propositions that would have land use effects.

Mr. Mazzocco announced the Planning Commission Rules and Procedures
would be presented next month or the following month.

CALL TO THE AUDIENCE

Michael Toney said he believed that Planned Community Developmesnt wa
overbuilding because of economic intrigues involving continuing encroachegsrding
respecting vegetation in a plot of land.

Jason Meininger said he primarily wanted to address the Planoeun@nity
Development. The Houghton Area Master Plan process had beerogdmgmany years
and it was reassuring that they were not just trying to tramthrough to get it done so
they could start developing. The City of Tucson was doing a good jidteafing to the
stakeholders and he was looking forward to the meetings whereoreeppuld get
together and construct a deal where the builders, neighbors, Citywasbn and the
community would be represented and the plan would be unanimous. He saddmd s
point was planning for the State trust land. Currently there was no requiremitat amd
department to work cooperatively with local governments. Proposition 186thea
“Conserving Arizona Future” proposition. That would require the Statel IDepartment
to work cooperatively with local governments on planning for their lanbdat Was an
important process to assure the State Land Department would lesétycwith the City
of Tucson.

ADJOURNMENT: 10:20 p.m.
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